"The Security Council of the United Nations calls upon all Member States to . . . [c]ooperate, particularly through bilateral and multilateral arrangements and agreements, to prevent and suppress terrorist attacks and take action against perpetrators of such acts . . . [understanding] the need to enhance coordination of efforts on national, subregional, regional and international levels in order to strengthen a global response to this serious challenge and threat to international security." 2 "The [adopted legal concept of 'terrorism'] is imprecise; it is ambiguous; and above all it [currently] serves no operative legal purpose." -Richard Baxter
I. Introduction
Governments and media entities label many forms of violence as "terrorism." The negative connotation this term carries with it does little to resolve the fundamental threat of this modern form of mass violence. All that a "terrorism" label does is perpetuate fear while offering no real understanding of the underpinnings of this treat. Governments and militaries remain paralyzed against this global threat of "terrorism"-a term that still has no universal definition. 3 The faces of violence and war have changed drastically as threats of terror continue, but the international community has failed to reexamine unconventional warfare in order to understand the extent of the terrorist threat. Therefore, non-state actors-such as violent extremist organizations-are able to act with impunity, just as genocidal State
Officials leaders did prior to World War Two and the codification of international crimes at the Nuremburg Tribunals. 4 On the most basic level, the current definitions of terrorism generally possess 2 S.C. Res. 1373, ¶ 3(c) -4, U.N. Doc. S/Res/1373 (2001) . 3 When widespread acts of systematic violence are carried out by non-state actors, the default label attached to such acts is "terrorism" yet the international community has yet to solidify any uniform definition outlining the criminal elements of the act so that it can be prosecuted on an international level. Regional organizations and state governments have delineated acceptable definitions of "terrorism" in their respective territories, since most times, "terrorism" is whatever a government or "legitimate" authority wants it to be: from secessionism to political graffiti. . The existing treaties relating to terrorism fall short of establishing a universal system to prevent the atrocities that are continuing to occur at the hands of certain terrorist organizations. the following elements: (1) violence or the threat of violence, (2) stealth conflict, (3) political motivation, (4) intent to frighten, and the (5) targeting of civilians. 5 These elements are simply inaccurate and incomplete. What is needed is factual codification that takes an honest look at the goals and motivation of modern extremist organizations in order to prosecute and prevent the main perpetrators. 6 While the current laws governing terrorism were drafted in the 1960s and 1970s when sporadic "acts of violence" were carried out for political purposes, extremist organizations today pose greater threats of mass violence through unconventional warfare and the proliferation of nuclear weapons necessitating a realistic transnational look into the goals and motivations of such organizations.
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This paper will identify the objective intentions of modern extremist groups (that governments label "terrorists") by highlighting how modern "terrorist acts" fall under codified and universal international criminal laws, rendering a new title or uniform definition unnecessary. In his book entitled
Worse Than War, Daniel Goldhagen discusses the duty that individuals, institutions, and governments have to preserve humanity against repeated campaigns where groups or governments have sought to eliminate entire people groups through mass murder or forced displacement (which this paper will refer to as "eliminationist campaigns"). 8 He states that the international community has been unable to prevent episodes of mass murder because it fails to understand the real nature of eliminationist 5 LUBAN, supra note 5, at 670-71 (emphasis added). 6 ( stating that "Given the unique and heightened danger that suicide terrorists pose, a stronger response that grant potential terrorists fewer rights may be justified."); See also GOLDHAGEN, supra note 6, at 512. In 2006, criminal law professor, Thomas Weigend, noted that the types of terrorism which transcend national boundaries are easier to combat through international cooperation which can only be achieved by first agreeing upon a universal definition of terrorism. Thomas Weigend, The Universal Terrorist, 912 J. INT. CRIM. JUSTICE 4(5), 1 (Nov. 1, 2006). 8 GOLDHAGEN, supra note 6, at xi. campaigns, and then once the violent intent of the mass murderers is understood, they have failed to act in order to prevent.
9 Government definitions of "terrorism" purposely fail to account for the true intentions of these violent groups. If the current network of sovereign states comprising the international legal system continues to fear political "incorrectness" or place proper criminal labels on the violence, it will never be able to prevent future occurrences of eliminationism or protect the innocent lives that we know are already targets.
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II. Current Laws on "Terrorism."
The first time the global community attempted a uniform definition of terrorism was in 1937
through the adoption of a convention at the League of Nations. 11 Since 1963, the international community has elaborated fourteen universal legal instruments attempting to prevent terrorist acts. 12 In 1972, the Sixth Legal Committee of the United Nations (UN) General Assembly attempted a universal definition of terrorism but, once again, failed to reach a consensus. 13 Finally, in lieu of a universal, over-arching definition of terrorism, the UN passed numerous conventions to address types of violent acts of terror involving civil aviation, the taking of hostages, certain types of bombing, and the transnational organized financing of terror acts. 14 The UN Security Council has also addressed the issue of terrorism delineation and prevention by declaring that UN Member States are individually obligated to prevent violence resulting from "terrorist" activities. 15 It noted a close connection between international terrorism and transnational organized crime which this paper agrees should be amended into the Transnational Organized Crime Convention.
16
The conflicting definitions of "terrorism" amongst regional actors displays the gaps in opinion of terrorism, but also shows how the universally undefined principle is used as political rhetoric to downgrade any violence with which the government cannot prosecute or prevent. . 25 (Dan) The BBC has stopped using the term terrorism and gone with the idea that a bombing is a bombing, a shooting is a shooting, and "terrorism" is a term used by states to inspire fear. 26 O'CONNELL, supra note 4, at 60. 27 THE NATURE OF TERRORISM: DEFINING TERRORISM WITHIN THE EU, supra note 53, at 14 (emphasis added).
perpetration of any violence; (2) targeting of innocent civilians; (3) intent to cause violence; (4) for the purpose of causing fear, coercing or intimidating an enemy; (5) in order to achieve some political, military, ethnic, ideological, or religious goal.
28
There is a discernable distinction between organized violent extremism and rebellion movement contained within a population for purely self-determination purposes within that delineated territory.
29
Global powers have historically championed violence in pursuit of political aims (or violence for the cause of "self-determination") since the age of colonialization and imperialism came to an end. 1987 Additional protocol Geneva convention (pg 1323-1324)) Geneva Convention, http://www.icrc.org/eng/war-andlaw/treaties-customary-law/geneva-conventions/ 32 For a thorough and compelling report on the various faces of intra-national or domestic terrorism see THE NATURE OF TERRORISM: DEFINING TERRORISM WITHIN THE EU, supra note 37. UN Charter art. 1, para. 2; On the basis of this principle, the UN has been induced to adopt a supportive position towards peoples fighting in the exercise of their right of selfdetermination. This point of view, which has repeatedly been confirmed in resolutions and declarations, is now universally recognized. This would allow proper prosecution of people who commit a crime through the use of political violence since violent uprising is inspired by the view that political freedoms are somehow restriction by the incumbent government in a sovereign state. It is important to keep in mind that one of the main contentions preventing the international community from accepting a universal definition is the, now commonplace, quip that "one man's terrorist is another man's 'freedom fighter,'" originally coined in GERALD SEYMOUR, HARRY'S GAME (1975). Once such example of this displaced and politically motivated labeling is the situation in the eastern parts of Ukraine as rebel groups seek to separate from the rule of the that aims to prevent such violence impracticable to incorporate on a domestic level, as state governments would be incapable of integrating legislation to prosecute liberation movements who intend secessionist strategies. Id. 34 The term "transnational" means "violating another nation's territorial sovereignty or operating in or involving more than one country; extending or going beyond national boundaries." See "Transnational" Definition, MERRIAM-WEBSTER DICTIONARY, http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/transnational, (last visited Feb. 11, 2015) (stating that "transnational" means "operating in or involving more than one country"). 35 Ex (Naturalizes national boundaries. We also champion the SPLA, who operated from Ethiopia and Kenya with the intent of using violence in Sudan to overthrow the government. ) Understanding that modern extremist organizations seek to recast and refashion their world under their own versions of "international justice" often resulting in the creation a new global empire, is an important concept to understand in codifying a modern definition of this form of terrorism. GOLDHAGEN, supra note 6, at 492 (noting that certain forms of Political Islam have elements that exacerbate eliminationist tactics such as the religious consecration of Allah's goals to which slavish devotion is due, the reflexive and insistence public demonization of its opponents, and a culture of death that glorifies those who die or kill others in the name of Allah's law). international community must do the same. This is a present-day issue so it must be dealt with squarely, but need not be offensive to any single religion which does not purport to accept the acts of the few. territory known as Israel with Palestine once all Israelis were killed or captured, or deported. 69 The goal of Hamas remains the desire to "conquer evil, break its will, and annihilate it." 70 Hamas identifies "evil" as the nation-state of Israel and its allies. 71 Merriam-Webster defines annihilate as "(1) to destroy something or someone completely, (2) to cause to cease to exist, (3) to reduce to nothing." 72 The annihilation of an entire nation and religion is at the forefront of Hamas' Charter and Covenant which fostered its initial creation. 73 Hamas was voted into political power in the Gaza Strip in 2006 by promising civilians access to water, but since then has utilized its extensive war chest to plan rocket launches and declare war against the State of Israel targeting Israel's civilians and using its own civilians as bait to gain international sympathy and garner universal support against Israel. 74 See also the Geneva Conventions (which ones) "The parties to a conflict shall not direct the movement of the civilian population or individual civilians in order to attempt to shield military objectives from attacks or to shield military operations" "the presence or movements of the civilian population or individual civilians shall not be used to render certain points or areas immune from military operations, in particular in attempts to shield military objectives from attacks or to shield, favour or impede military operations." 82 See Hamas is playing a dangerous game with Gazan lives, WASH. POST (July 15, 2014), http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/hamas-is-playing-a-dangerous-game-with-gazan-lives/2014/07/15/cc5f101e-0c3b-11e4-8c9a-923ecc0c7d23_story.html?wpmk=MK0000203 (noting that one must wonder why Hamas would refuse to honor or recognize a cease fire with Israel when their civilians were faring so poorly against the IDF); see also Plosker, Hamas' Human Shields Tactics, supra note 77 (stating that even when warnings from Israeli officials to evacuate reach Palestinian civilians, oftentimes, the innocent cannot escape because Hamas-as an elected representative of the Palestinian civiliansblocks radio broadcasts or tells their fleeing civilians that Israel is blocking the exits or that they cannot leave through such an exit); See Rosen, Targeting Enemy Forces in the War on Terror: Preserving Civilian Immunity, supra note Error! Hamas on Tuesday rejected an Egyptian cease-fire proposal that was supported by Western governments and the Arab League and had been accepted by Israel. Why would Hamas insist on continuing the fight when it is faring so poorly? The only plausible answer is stomach-turning: The Islamic movement calculates that it can win the concessions it has yet to obtain from Israel and Egypt not by striking Israel but by perpetuating the killing of its own people in Israeli counterattacks. More than 200 people, including a number of children, have already died in Gaza; Hamas probably calculates that more deaths will prompt Western governments to pressure Israel to grant Hamas's demands.
III. The Global Community is
83
The civilians living in Hamas-controlled territories know this as evidenced by the drop in positive ratings according to recent polls conducted in Gaza, 84 and the world now understands the extent annihilating entire nations or people groups using violence or extermination. 86 To these organizations, such goals outweigh all desire to abide by international laws and respect for human rights and dignity and therefore, the definitions of modern-day terrorist organizations should fit their stated intent and refuse to allow them political office over civilians with such eliminationism intentions. The next section will cover non-state organizations whose similar intentions span across borders and have no legitimate state alliance.
The notion of violent Jihad carried out by extremist groups was not widespread until the mid to late twentieth century, when Osama bin Laden-whom many consider to be the founder of transnational violent jihad-founded the movement. 87 After fighting and defeating the Soviet forces in Afghanistan in the 1980s, bin Laden moved back to his home, Saudi Arabia to build up an army that would seek to fight and eradicate "un-Islamic" governments by purging. 
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With the rise of ISIS, ironically, al-Qaeda has been quick to publically denounce the ISIS reign, but the underpinnings of their operation parallel those of ISIS seeking the annihilation of certain jihad, Hassan al-Tarabi (the religious leader in Sudan) issued a fatwa that "Muslims who try to question or doubt the Islamic justifiability of [violent] jihad are hereby classified as 'hypocrites' who are no longer Muslims, and also 'apostates' from the religion of Islam; and they will be condemned permanently to the fire of Hell." This statement comes from the religious leader of Sudan--the country that housed the first and primary headquarters of al-Qaeda and recently sentenced a Christian mother to death for "apostasy," displaying the intended consequences of those whom the extremists consider "apostates. reign. 114 Although the Cairo Declaration in Islam contends that "taking hostages under any form or for any purpose is expressly forbidden," 115 Boko Haram has gone widely unpunished. 116 The desire of Boko Haram to join and celebrate the work of ISIS highlights the necessity for the global community to codify transnational terrorism in order to prevent a transnational genocidal alliance of extremist organizations intent on annihilating those they deem to be apostates or evil. 117 While most international conventions seeks to hold "state" actors responsible for "state-sponsored" criminal acts, the chart displayed shows that militant groups which align with no legitimate state still commit mass atrocities that the global community denounces through international conventions. These extremist organizations must be held accountable to the same international standards in a court of universal jurisdiction. 118 While such organizations are not parties to the treaties or conventions, this should not preclude them from being tried as international criminals. Innocent lives and civilian well-being are not as important to these extremist organizations as the end goal of building the Islamic Caliphate (or global government) by "cleansing" humanity of all "apostate" Muslims, Jews, Christians, and even entire nations (such as Israel or the United States).
119
The gravest danger this world faces is modern extremism perpetuated by radical Islamists. 120 These organizations are well aware of the human nature of their targets: whether they be Muslims, Jews, IV. Unresolved Issues; Gaps in the System; Proposed Changes.
Rather than learning from the patterns of historical precedent to prevent brutal atrocities, the global community appears to prioritize sovereignty over protecting the defenseless. 125 Right now the biggest gap in the global legal system revolves around the interplay between maintaining state sovereignty while attempting to quell a threat that knows no boundaries. Upholding state sovereignty and preventing bloodshed do not have to be mutually exclusive. The problem with maintaining state sovereignty in spite of the mass threat to the powerless civilians is that it leaves those who could rescue the innocent paralyzed beyond the tipping point where too many lives have been taken to ignore the situation any longer. 126 The truth is that those who do not learn from the past are doomed to repeat it. Now, this does not mean that sovereignty is not to be recognized and protected. It means that upholding sovereignty over innocent bloodshed can no longer be a foundational or practical aspect of a global community that seeks "international peace and security." 127 The main threat to international peace, security, and stability today-as stated above-is transnational terrorism; which is modern day genocide to an extent this world has yet to witness.
Those who commit acts of transnational terrorism must be put on explicit notice that perpetual violence carried out by non-state aggressors will be prosecuted under international law by legitimate courts who uphold the rule of law. 128 If the legitimate state governments do not accept that modern extremism is the equivalent of genocide, then these violent organizations will defeat legitimate judicial systems by committing atrocities with impunity. To understand the roots of an organization, one must look objectively at its promulgated goals whether they are based in a religion or a secular ideology.
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This is a critical first step for lawmakers and officials in attempting to prevent further mass murder by transnational terrorists. 130 The proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and nuclear materials make any illegitimate group-no matter how small-a real threat to civilians. 131 These groups will continue to act with impunity by committing terrorist acts under a generic term which remains universally undefined. The extremists' system of illegitimate power struggles seeks to overpower the legitimate 126 See GOLDHAGEN, supra note 6, at 11, 26-27. 127 UN Charter preamble; see also U.N. Charter art. 2, para. 4. 128 See Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 relating to the Protection of Victims of NonInternational Armed Conflicts, June 8, 1977 (discussing how fears of state sovereignty infringement has prevented states from enacted procedures to implement Geneva conventions regarding the protection of civilians in a conflict that is not of an international character. This shows that state sovereignty fears often limit prevention of atrocities against civilians on various levels, id.) 129 GOLDHAGEN, supra note 6, at 25-27. 130 Id. at 588 (discussing the importance of preventative measure to reduce eliminationist and mass murder campaigns). 131 Id. at 511-12 (stating how the proliferation of nuclear materials to non-state actors makes their existence and intended goals a much greater, imminent threat to international stability, peace, and security of the global population).
governmental structures of the "state" system which could undoubtedly result in the tearing down of the legitimate entities who are paralyzed to prosecute transnational crimes.
Today the word "terrorism" is used to refer to any form of violence that cannot be categorized, 135 This failure to objectively look at the perpetrator's intent leaves those with the power to prosecute and define the atrocities unable to do so due to the progressive forces that believe such objective methods offends a religious doctrine. 136 In an excellent article by Asra Nomani, a Muslim American, this paralysis of refusing to align any form of political Islam with modern terrorist acts is a real issue, and one that must be addressed in the quest to define it universally. 137 It is the largest gap in ; See also Geneva Conventions, General introduction to the commentary on Additional Protocol II, which discusses that most non-international armed conflicts tend to be organized groups operating against a government in a "single state" which limits the applicability of the Geneva Convention principles protecting civilians only to domestic "rebel" groups rather than extremist organizations. 143 See e.g. O'CONNELL, supra note 4, at 520 (discussing the difficulties in defining and prosecuting terrorism). 144 For an example of a current international convention that illustrates this approach, 149 However, when a state is "manifestly failing" to protect its population from the four specified crimes, then the international community must be prepared to take collective action, through the Security Council and in accordance with the Charter of the UN. 150 When the United States declared a "war on terror" the global community was given a "false sense of security" which has continued through the Obama Administration.
151
A legitimate nation-state attempting to dominate the world as Hitler's Germany sought to during the 1930s, is not the main genocidal threat to international security today now that nuclear weapons have advanced to a point that provides terrorist savages with the capabilities to commit mass murder with a single strike. 152 The current definitions of terrorism are, therefore, not sufficient since the violence and beheadings are not perpetrated mainly to spread fear nor are they carried out to gain political momentum. Many modern terrorist organizations possess the intent to exterminate, eliminate, and control. 153 The world may see fear spread as a consequence of the growth of extremism, but these international criminal groups certainly intend not to merely incite fear (as the legal community currently sees "terrorist acts"), but rather, such organized violent groups intent to toss out the notions of civilization as we know it, and instill a form of global governance that oppresses and terrorizes those it
